A s another year of JGIM print draws to a close, we want to take this opportunity to thank and acknowledge the many talented people who have served as peer reviewers for JGIM over the past 12 months. Peer review is an imperfect process, one that it has become fashionable to revile for its lack of consistency. The latest salvo came from a paper in the journal of Surgical Endoscopy that posed the question "Is expert peer review obsolete?" (Herron DM. Surg Endosc. 2012; 26(8):2275 -80. Epub 2012 . Is expert peer review obsolete? A model suggests that post-publication reader review may exceed the accuracy of traditional peer review). In this article, the author created a mathematical model of the peer review process to compare traditional 'expert reviewer' review with assessment by 'readerreviewers' consisting of the general readership of the journal. They found that when 400,000 hypothetical manuscripts were modeled, the accuracy of the reader-reviewer group was inferior to the expert reviewer group in the 10-reviewer and 20-reviewer trial, but that when 50 or 100 reader reviewers were used the reader-reviewer group surpassed the expert reviewer group in accuracy. While this is an intriguing finding, gathering 50 or 100 readerreviewers per paper is obviously no small task for a journal like JGIM that receives well more than 1,000 submissions per year. So while the idea of open-sourced reviews appeals to our sense of transparency and fairness, for now it seems that we will continue to rely on our large panel of expert volunteers to help ensure the quality and fidelity of what we publish.
Why should you, our readers, continue to volunteer to peer review for JGIM? In a recent blog entry on the site Savage Minds http://savageminds.org/, a scientific blog focused on issues relevant to academic anthropology, "Rex" (AKA Alex Golub) opined on what he calls the five virtues of peer review-mindfulness, honesty, tact, precision and respect. He argues that serving as a peer reviewer teaches you to read closely and pay attention (mindfulness) and to learn to communicate with directness and rigor (honesty), but to do so in a way that is tactful so that critical feedback will be received by the author in the spirit for which it was intended, i.e. to improve the final product, rather then as gratuitous criticism. Precision can be learned through serving as a peer reviewer, as good reviews will be clear and specific about what the deficits are in the submission and how they can be addressed. And finally, Golub reminds us that peer review presents us with the opportunity to practice respect for the scholarly product and process, and not to impose our own biases on this process.
In 2011-12, JGIM reviewers volunteered their time and expertise to review about half of the more than 1,000 manuscripts that JGIM receives each year. During this period, 928 reviewers provided a total of 1,175 reviews with a mean quality score of 4.3 on a scale of 1-6 (as judged by JGIM deputy editors). Of these, 203 provided at least two reviews and 21 provided three or more. We are indebted to them for their service.
Among this group of dedicated peer reviewers, there is a group of "top performers" that stand out. Reviewers included in this prestigious group performed at least two reviews between July 2011 and June 2012, returned all reviews within 30 days, and received a quality score of four or greater on all reviews. An asterisk identifies the 109 reviewers who meet these criteria. We thank them for their efforts on behalf of the journal. 
